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AND MEN : TWO DIFFERENT SCHEMA?*V ' A 

Ranald D. Hansen and Virginia' E. O'Leary ' " 

Oakland University "~~\ • *.<£S' 

. Grady (1975) has suggested that there are two -loci of, sex differences: subject 
sex differences , or differences within the individual, and stWus sex differences ,- 
A ; differences that arise' in response to the sex 'of the stimulus person. Subject ' 
sex differences have been established in the areas of Verbal ability, -mathematical 
- ability, viaaal-spatial ability, and' aggression (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974).. However 
in many of the areas where subject sex differences have been hypothesized (achieve- 
ment motivation, self-esteem, indepeade^/, stimulus sex dif fe^cea have been 
found instead. Of particular interest here, are findings of ' st Wus sex differ- 
ences in studies in which subjects of both se^a were asked to attribute causes' 
' for men's and women's behavior (Deau;: L Tayn»^19/3j Deaux & Emswiller, 1974; 
.Etaugh-fr Brown, 197*; Feather .& Simon, 1975; Feldman-Sutaners S Kiesler, 1975; 
Hansen, O'Leary, & Stonner, 1976"h - 

" . The majority of these studies have examined causal explanations for success 
and failure using Weiner's two dimensional taxonomy for "the perceived determinants 
of achievement behavior (Weiner, *974), Within Weiner's 2 x 2*Samework, female ' 
-«U Ulo observers generally agree that a man's Wessful^erformanceJ on ^a task 
is caused by internal, stable factors (high' ability) while a woman's equally \ ' 
successful behavior dn .the same task is' attributable t*. external and/or unstable 
factors (good luck and/or great effort). In contrast, observers 6f both sexes are" 
" likely t0 ^^JJ^b failure to externai^nd^je^rary factors (bad luck 
a^^Tdlf^ulty) and a woman's equal fail^r^aU^^SSkT^^ 
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, (low ability). Deaux (1>976) recently argued that such*sex differences in causal 
attributions may be explained in terms o£ sex-linkeS^tasks, sex-linked behaviors, 
and sex-linked performance outcomes. , 

Currently, we wish to explore the' hypothesis th§t sex-linked biases it* 
attributions,' widely shared by female anci male perceivers, may dffive, in part, 
from perceiver's naive sex-linked expectations regarding the potential* impact of 
causal forces^ on womeo's-and men's behavior. Specifically, some of our research 
(Hansen* ^et $1., 1976;- Lowe & Hansen, 1976) had suggested that perceivers of both 
sexe^ gerojally attribute Women's behavior more to personal -factors and men's* 
behavior more to environmental factors. We, therefore, sought to examine one 

plausible y source of our hypothesized sex-linked attribution bias. , 

, ' ' * ? * 

At the crux of most' attribution theories is, a simple dovariation principle 
outlined b^ Heider -'(1958); a behavibr is attributed tp that factor with which it- 
is perceived to vary. .Kelley (1967), for ^example* proposed art attribution' process 
whereby beH^/ior is attributed to the source of greatest potential variance. It 
is not, surprising, therefpre, that theorists have proposed that perceivers' naive 
beliefs about the potential of causal forces to produce behavioral variance are 
jmpuxtattt: -f n the attribution process. Heider, for example, argued that enjoyment 
oi an object typically is aa a p roper ty of the ohjeot. That is, perceiver 

tend to assume minimal variance across, pile's enjoyment of an/ particular ob^ 
ject. Thus, given any one per aon's enjoyment of- any dne object^ perceivers 

generally., will assume that most people would enjoy, the. object 'end that thfe 6e- 

• « s . t • .. . . v - / 7 - ■ 

havior - is .readily attributable to the object. ...Similar arguments have. Wen made 

^ • • • •'' ' * ». r 

■by Jones and Nisbett (1971) in 'their discussion of primary and' secondary prqpert 

of entities. McArthur (1972.) extended this' propositi6n td the distinction betw 

manifest arid subjective behaviors. 'She suggested that emotions a&T opinions 



isted 

C' • /? • / 

viewed as being elicited by objects and that accomplishments arid actions 'Ax 

i v -- - 7 * s * L 



viewed as ^tjg^mitted by persons.' tie, -therefor^ .woul^* hy^Wze tha 
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Perceiver^ would"' lively ey/ct one actor 'yemotional'- responses to a number of 
objects to-be more, varWhan a number' J person's emotional reactions to a par-, 
tdcular object. This, yft .course \ logically would yield a tendency to attribute 
^.emotions to objects /hat is, to th/source of the greates! variance). Likewise, 

we would. hypothes^ that perceiyers would naively expect a number of person's 
, accomplisWn^n any one setting' to be more varied- than' any one persons accom- 
Pllahments 4/oas iany^ settings. Again, we would expect an actor's accomplish- 
ment to wittributed to the source of the greatest variance; the person. 

/Currently, w* „i 8h to " extend th ^ analyalg ^ ou > ' h ^ othealzed ttD ^ ^ • 

J /fivers to attribute. womenVs behavior to personal and men's behavior , to environ 
mental' factors. The-. first e^eriment was conducted to test the hypothesis that : 
// v such attributions! tendencies may derive from .divergent,- naive expectations re- ' 
.garding tWaotirce of the greatest variance in men's, and Women's behavior. .We 
expected perceivers of both sexes to view^differences between women as greater"' * S 
than differences -between the entities to- which they were responding. Conversely, 
,we.. expected perceivers to view men as less varied than the entities to which" .they .' 
• were responding. ■ * , 

* . . . t * : 

Experiment 1 * •» * y . * t * 

. • The.experim^t was designed as a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 mixed factorial-wfth two levels 
of each of sex of subject, sex of stimulus person, bfehavior category -(entotion and "\ 
accomplishment), and behavior (subjects were exposed to one f f -two ' emotional be-, . , 
haviors and one of two accomplishment' behaviors). Freight females and A^males'. 
participated in 'the. study. '. ' • , * . ^ ' ° 

Each subject was expose^to- two behavioral variance problems: An emotion' \" . 
- Snd.^ Wmpliahment., The order of exposure was randomly determined. The"fou^ '• 
behaVfers, used in the study can be seen on -the' handout. " T*e particular emotion.^- 
/and the particular accomplishment selected for- each subject' was randomly " de tefminedi 
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The format of each variance problem was the 'same, with word changes appropriate 
to the behavior* ' 

Accomplishment example . "Twelve different persons worked on 12 different ' 
J 

tasks . t Some; succeed and some fail. To what extent do you think each of the 

'following two factors accounted for the fact that some succeeded and jB^me failed: 

(1) differences betweefa the persons, and (%) differences between the tasks/ 1 
* * 

Subjects responded on two 11-point scales labelled at/ 0 ("accounted for Very little") 

V ■ ' 

and at 10 (accounted fbr ^v^ry great deal")* 

Half of the subjects were given problems where the persons were described 
as women and half received problems describing men* a behavior. 'Thus* behavior 
category was a within subject variable and. sex o£ subject, sex of SP, and behavior 

were between subjects variables* " \ 

/ ' . 

Results ' / 



Sex of subject andv^ehavior (accomplish 1 vs. 2 and. emotion '1 vs. 2) produced 
no significant effects /or *ixtf eractions. ( As expected, sex of SP and behavior ' 
category produced significant main effects on both dependent' measures. No* inter- 
actions were obtained. p 

7 . ■ ■ . - • * 

Differences between persons . As predicted, differences between women were 

' . * • 1 :j ' • 

aeen &a accounting, for taore behavior variance than differences between men- (M 7.02 

: 7 : " — /. - . 

and M * 4*41)/ Further, differences between persons (both men* and women)' were- 

* seen as a more potent determinant of variance in ' accomplishment than in emotional 
.* "behaviors./ ' \ v _ 

Differences between entitles . Conversely, as expected, differences between 

• entitiWwas $een as a source of greater variance. in me^s than in women's be- " s 
havior7(M » 7 # 08 and M » 3.52). Further, differences between objects >were seen* 

, / #9 producing more variance in emotional bfehaviors than differences 'between tasks 

* • ^ . ./A - : " ' . ' t r 

\ on accomplishments (M « 6.53 and M « 4*08). f 

erjc a 
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Diacussion " 

1 

, The data strongly supported the predictions, The findings of McArthur (1972) 
were substantiated. Differences in emotional reactions were aescribe^'inore in 

. terms of differences* between objects and less in terms of differences between 
-persons than differential accomplishments. Mofe importantly, our predictions 
regarding the >ehavior-of men and women were supported.. Differences between women 
were seen as. more important determinants of :their varied behavior, while dif- * 
ferences between" entities .were seen as. having more impact on the differential • 
behavior's of men. On occasion, these divergent naive expectations regarding the 
behavior of women and men may translate into attributional biases. As a test of 

. this' hypothesis, a se'cond study was conducted. • * 

< — • 

Experiment 2 1 
.In experiment 2, 24 women and 24 men were exposed?*, the behaviors Jsed in 
the first ,8tudy- depicted as performed by either a man ox » womati. The study was . 
.a 2 x.2 x 2- mixed factorial^th two 'levels of sex of subject, sex of SP-, and • 
behavior cateaery (successful accomplishment, and emotion).; Again, Subjects were . 
exposed. to one of two emotions . and one ^f two accomplishments. However, level of 
behavior was-not taken out as a "way" in tne .design..' -ThusjW of subject and 
sex .of SP were betweenjaubjects arid behavior category was a .within subjects . 
variable. . -' ' , . ' . * v 



.. After .reading a behavioral statement (e^g., John or Mary'- successfully 
completes a task) -,, perceives were asked to indicate 'the extent to which "the 
characteristics o? the person- and "the ^acte^stics- of f the"task» : caused *tKe 



behavior. Respdnses were^made on separate 11-point scaleB ^bell^d at 0 ("had 
very little', impact'^) and. at 10 ("had a very, great impact");. *" " 

Result a » > • • r • • * - ' 

*" ^ j ; , ; ; % * ' J ' • * - . 

^ ■ Agaln> *W #ec "-pro*i^d no 'significant effects^or interactions. The 
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effects evidenced on causal attributions in study 2 paralleled those -found on 
naive expectations, in study 1, Emotions were seqp aT.less personally caused, { 
(M * 4.01* and t M » 6.84) and' as more environmentally caused than accomplishments 
(M » 6.08 and M * 3.75). More importantly, womefc's behavior was attributed more 
strongly to personal factors (M 6.84 and M = 3.83) and less strongly to envirt?n- 
^ mental factors than men's behavior (M • 3.63 and M * 6.2l). No other effects, or 
interactions were obtained. y * m 

. Discussion 

These findings indicated that peYceivers/npive' expectations regarding the 
potential impact on causes, whether derived ffom the, type of behaviofc/portrayed ' 
or the sex of the performer, can be. translated into attributional' biases. However 
a number of attribution theories (e.g. , J(oties. & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967, 1971) f 
imjxly that perceivers may desire more information than that provided ^by the experi 
menter in these studies and may. in fact, hold' attributions inUbeyance until 

• ^ * * t '*'V.. 

such information lb gathered. We, •therefore,* sought to explore the impact of 

naivd variance -expectations-otx the information gathering process* 

- , «Two' theoretical considerations led us to hypothesize that perceivers woiii^ 

seek information about the variance across peoples behavior when attemgtin^ to 

- *& *** » « 

establish t^ie cause for a w6man f s behavior. and variabce across entities when 

attempting^ discover the cause for a man's^behav/qr. First, -Haider f s (1958) *' V 

discussion of "common sense" psychology suggested fliat lay perceivers, * unlike the 

scientist, may seek information to confirm rather than to disconf iTto'k naite / 

hypothesis. In this view, perceivers of women's behavior w6uld seek information 

about yariance across persons in order to conf irm the naively hypothesized causal . 

potency of difference between women. Likewise, a faaiva analysis of men 1 a , behavior 

would call for information about variafice introduced :by entities. Second, a 

number ^of theorists have suggested .that; perceivers gather information so, as to y 
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■ reducJthe greatest uncertainty (e.g., Mc&thur, 1972, 1976). Again", 'the infor- 
mation! most useful In reducing' uncertainty would be information about the naively 
hypoftelzed source of greatest variance. We, therefore; predicted that perceives 
of wAen's behavior would desire -information about variance across persons (called 
, con^nsus by Kelley, 1967) /while' perceivers of men's behavior .would desire in- > * 

. formation about variance across entities (distinctiveness). *' ' ' 

- . - i 

Experiment 3 , • 

//^ experiment was .designed as a 2 x 2 -x 2 mixed , factorial with two levels " 
of sex of. aubject/.sex-of stimulus .person, and behavior category. As In 'the 
previous study, behavior' 'category was a within subjects, variable: Subjects were * 
exposed to both an accomplishment' or an emotion (behavior level was again randomly 
- determined but" not taken out as a factor in the design). The stimulus behaviors ' " 
, were the same as' those employed in t 0 e previous studies. , SuBjecte were asked .to ' 
ratethe lm>ortance of twotypep of information: "If you were attempting to ^ 
establish the cause, for the (behavior portrayed), how , important wo ulj itjbe fo r 
you to. know," J a ) consensus information ("Do most people or dp very few people 1 • 
Behave in this: manner?"), and (b) distinctiveness information ("Does this person 
behave in this way often or only in, the presence of this entity?"). Subjects, » 
responded on two scales labelled at 6. ("very ..unimportant") and at 10 ("very. — 
important,").* * t '• • ; ' ■ . 

Results * ' « * • "v. "\ ' 

> ■ \ • ' V 

Again, sex- of ^subject produced no significant effects, /Unlike, studies one . ' 

and-two, behavior category produced nd significant main^effects. Further, sex 
<*f SP did not produce a main effect onthe importance^ distinctiveness infor-^ 
mation. However,' perceivers of women's behavior-did rate access to consensus . 
(information about variance across peraana^Twre important than did' perceivers 
of men's behavior (M - 5.01 and M - .3.17^ 1 
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Significant interactions . The interactions of behavicfr category and sex of 
SP. were significant on both dependent measures s ' The analysis of these effects 

y " ' ' ' 

is shown on the handout. As cpn be seen, the sex of the SP had no effect on * 

* © 
perceiverV desire for either distinctiveness or consensus information when the. , 

' , ( - / ' * 

behavior porttayed, was ari accomplishment. However, the sex of the SP had a ' 

#• • 

dramatic effect wfyen perceivers were exposed to emotional behaviors. Perceivers 
rated access to distinctiveness much more Important an^P access^to consensus much 
less important when the* emotional behavior was performed by a man' than a, woman. 



ie' emotionaJ 

These findings, .then, supported our predictions. 



Discussion * « 

" Study 3 was conducted to explore the impact of perceivqr's naive, variance 
expectations on their desire for information upon 1 which- to base causal attri- 
butions. Th^ .hypothesis that perceivers of men f s. behavior would rate distinctive- 
nesSj information as more important and consensus information as less important - 
than perceivejs of women's behavior ^was obtained fdr emotions but not accomplish- 
Qents. % Subjects of both sexes may deslte more information, than is prqvided 
by the experimenter wh^n a"sked to make causal attributi&ns for the emotional 

responses of women and men and 'may indeed .hold attributions in abeyance until *, 

i t * 

sucji information (distinctiveness for men;* consensus for women) is gathered. 

The main effects obtained for behavior category in studies 1 and 2 suggest 

that perceivers makfe different assumptions when attributing cause for emotions 

than accomplishments, fn the case of accomplishments information regarding, 

the sex (Mary vs John) of the person successfully completing* a task may be \ } 

sufficient to invoke sex-linked* attributional biases and render perceivers 1 

desire for further* information unnecessary*.^ . 

• . • < ; V ' * • • • 
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Conclusion 

t ^ The .results of this line of attribution research" suggest that perceivers have 
different naive 1axp.ectat4.ons- regarding the greatest potential source of behavior 

^variance in women's and men's behavior. Further, these naive expectations may 
lead perceivers td base' causal attributions for men's and women's behavior on 
different -causal* information. Finally, these biases appear to imply that women's 
behavibr is over attributed to personal factors and men's behavior Is over attri- 
buted to environmental factors suggesting that sex (Mary vs. John* -has con- 
sidernble psychologlcal>ali*ence 'as an information processing category (Grady, 
1977). To the -extent 'that males and~ females • share expectations regarding behavforal 
differences between the sexes,, the expression of such, difference^ may constitute 

» a self-fulfilling prophecy. But the expectations for and beliefs in sex dif- 
ferences appear to be stronger than the- behavioral potentiol of women and men 

, • • • 



warrants.. 

* * • { ' 
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EXPERIMENT ONE 
ACCOUNT FOR' VARIANCE IN BEHAVIQR 



2(s-eX of subject) x 2 (sex. of stimulus person) x "2 (behavioral category: accomplishment vs'emotion) x 2(behavior 1 vs 2) 

» ' * " ' * * ' 

*• VARrANCE. PROBLEMS:- . RESUi/tS: * • 



EmotionVT: Twelve different women (men) watch 

twelve different comedians. Same of the women 
i (men) laugh. and some don f t laugh. To what ex-* 

"tent do you think each of the following factors. 

accounted for the fact that some laughed and 
, t>thersjdid not laugh?- 

Emotion 2 : - Twelve different women (men) see. 
^twelve different dogs. Some of -the women (men) 

run away from the dogs and some 'do not run away. 

To-what; extent to you thijiU_tke following fac- 
* tors accounted for the fact that some run away 

dnd- others do not run away? 

Accomp lishm ent. 1:, Twelve m different women (men)~ 

Some of the 



^orl^on twelve different tasks. — ^ 44 ^ 

(men) suCceej} and otherd^ do not succeed, 
■what extent do ybu thi*ik iach of the following 
factory. Accounted* &rj the fact that some succeeded 
apd others did' notf aaccWd? - - — ^, * s 

* Accomplishment 2 : v Twelve different wqmeti (men) 
played, twelve different games, £ome of the 
^ women (men) won a* prize arid others did not win 
^"prize. To what extent ^do' you tihink the fol- 
lowing factors accounted for th^fact that some 
won prizes and -others did not win prices? 

factor one : . Difference^ 1 between the women (me^n) 
.accounted for the fact that some women (men) 
'laughed (rari^awa/, succeeded, won prizes) and 
others did not laugh (run away, succeed, win a^ . . 
pri^e). -\ : -\ : % . - 

Factor two ; ^Differences between the comedians 
(dogs, tasks, games) accounted for the fact 
that some womenftmen) laughed (ran. away, succeeded, 
won prizes) and other women did not laugh v 
>(run away, succeed, win prizes). 
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Factor one: differences between person^ accounted for variance 

' > ^Accomplishments * ^motions ' % 

, ; Maie SP. \ • 5.85 (> 2.96 4.41 

Female .SP 8.54 5.50* '• 7^02 ' 
*\ / 7.19 4.23 

I , 

o 

t * ■ . 

Factor two: differences between entities accounted for variance 



/. / : Male'rSP- 
Female 1 SP 



Accomplishments 
5.75 

4.08 ' 



Emotions 
8.42 
4.63 
6.53 



,7.08 
3.52 



Summary of significant effects: 

1. • obtained on differjences between persons 

s Sex of SP ' F (1, 88) 34,v65V £ < .001 
0 Behayior Cat., (1, 88) « 44.01, '.001 

2. obtained ;On differences between entities 

< v t Sex of SP F (1, 88) - 67.39, £ < .001 
Behavior Cat. / F (1, 88) « 31.55, £ < .001 
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EXPERIMENT TWO \ 
CAUSAL ATTRiAuflONS 



2(aex of subject) x 2(behavioral category: accomplishment ya emotion) 1 x 2(sex of stimulus person) 



•ATTRIBUTION PROBLEMS : 

Emotion 1 : Mary (David) laugha at a comedian/ 
To what extent; go you think each of the fol-' 
lowing factors might have caused 1 Mary (David) 
. % to laugh at the- comediaji? 
Emotion 2 : Louise (John) ripjs away from the ' ' 
do g\ To what extent do you^ think each of 
the fallowing factors might haVe caused Louise 
(John) to run away from the dog? 
Accomplishment 1 ; Virginia (Harry) successfully 
(#mpl€>tes the task. To what extent to you think- 
each' of the following factor's might have caused 
VJarginia (Harry) to .successfully complete the* task? 
Accomplishment 2 : Helen (George) wins *a prize 
in the game. To what extent do ydu think, each • 
of the following ^factQr^ N might have caused 
Helen (George) to win a prize? 

Factor 1 : , Something about Mary (David, etc.) 
j)rql>akly caused her \(him} to laugh at thfe 
comedian (run from tt\e dog, * etc v ) . - - 

\ • 



• Factor 2: Something about the 'coiriediart (dog, 
-£ask ? game) probably caused Mary (Davids etc. )* 
tb laugh at the comedian (run from the dog, etc.), 



v 



.RESULTS:. . 
Factor 1: Personal attributions 
x AccompliJbmlnts 

5.33. 
- 8.35 
.6.84 

Factor 2: Ehtrironmental .attributions 
Ac comp 1 i shme n fcs 



*ale SP, 

Female SP 



Mal& SP 



Female SP 



5.08 
2.42 
3.75 



Emptions 

2.34 
* 5.67" 

4;6i- 

Emotions 

7.33 
* 4*83 

.6.08 - 



Summary of significant' effects-^ 

.1 - 

1. obtained on personal attributions 

Sex of SP F (1/44) - 43.16, £ « .001 
Behavior Cat.. .F (l',*44) - 34.55, £ < :.001 

2. obtained on environmental attributions 

. • Sex -of SP F (1, 44) - 2*9.82, £j<".001 
- Behavior Cat. "F (1, 44) - 24.33, £ < .001 # 



1-Level of behavior (behavior 1 vs behaviour 2) was randomly determined for 
. each subject but was noy taken out. as a "way" in the, design. 



Hansen & 0'Leary 
MPA 1977 . - • 
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EXPERIiteftT THREE 
CAUSAL INFORMATION 



2(sex of subject)-"* 2(sex of stimulus person) x 2 (behavioral; category:, accomplishment vs emotion)^ 



CAUSAL INFORMATION PROBLEMS: 

Emotion 1 ; Mary (David) laughs at a^ comedian. 



r * J \— ou a- ^umeuxcin. 

If You were attempting 'to determine 'what caused 
Mar)* (David) to laugh at th€> comedian^ how im- 
portant would it be for you^t| know th* answ'ers * 
», to each of the foilowingiqu^'tions? ' ► 
Emotion 2 : Lduise (John) runs, away, from the. h 
dog. If you were attempting to determine w.hats* 
caused Louise (John) to rui\ away, how important- 
would it^ be for you to know the answers to the* > y 
following' questions? 

Accomplishment 1 : Virginia (Harry) successfully, 
completes , the task., If you weft' attempting to 
determine what caused Virginia (Harry) 7fcb Suc- 
cessfully complete the task, -how^impor^ianiL; would 
it be for you to know the answe.rs 'to; tlie /Al- 
lowing questions? , r \ T 
• y Accomplishment , 2 : ^ Helen (George)* wii^s; I prize" 
. iq the^game. If you werk attempting /tofdeter- 
mfne wh^t caused Helen (Georgip)\to win k p'fize, 
how important, would it be for/.^ou to know the 
answers to the following questions? 

- . " " - / .' . , 

Question 1 (Distinctiveness-/- variance /across 
entities): Does Mary (David, Louiseljf etq. ) 
laugh- at -most clowns or at > very few drowns (run 
from most dogs or from very f^W dogsi etc.)* j 

<; ^ I 

Question 2 (Consensus—variance acrdss persons).: 

* Do mqst people laugh at this comediin or do ; 

v Very few people laugh at ih^s comfcdjian (run from 

this dog or do very feW p/eople run /from this 

dog, etc.)? * / ' 



RESULTS: 
Question l{ 




Distinctiveness^ 



Question 



Male ,SP 
Female SP 



Accomplishments ^ 
3.67*. . *♦ , 



^•6? bc - 
'4.17* 

' + ; • 

Consensus^ K 
* Accomplishments 

■ * *.ii b 

, . • .... ! .. C 



3.89 t 
4.00 



^motions 

5 ' 89 c 
' 2,10 % 

3.99 

Emotions - 
2.22 c 
6.U d 
4.18- 



A" 

\ 

•4 

4.78 
3.39 



5ft- > - - ^ 

Summary of significant effects: ' / 

1. obtained on question 1 (distinctiveness) V 

Sex. of SP x Behavior Ca£. F (1, .32) = 10.97, ~£ < .002 . 

2. obtained on' question 2 (consensus) ' i 
Sex of SP v ,F (1, 32) = 10.91, £ < .002 
Sex of SP x Behavior Cat. ~ F (1, 32) N = 13.79, p < .001 



1 J * J ' ' * 

Level of behavior (behavior 1 vs behavior 2) was randomly -determined for each- subject 
2 but was not taken out as a-"ktay" in the 'design.,. 
Distinctiveness a^d Consensus cell means jiot sharing* a common subscript differ at the 
.05 level as indicated by elf Duncan ratjge statistic. 

- n ? r *e» & 0»teary, MPA/l97-7 f 



3.17 • 
5.02* , 



1 ^ 



